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Gravitational wave (GW) observations from extreme-mass-ratio inspirals (EMRIs) are powerful
tools for testing general relativity (GR). However, systematic errors arising from waveform models
could potentially lead to incorrect scientific conclusions. These errors can be divided into two main
categories: fundamental bias (due to limitations in the validity of the Einstein field equations)
and modeling error (due to inaccuracies in waveform templates). Using Bayesian inference, we
investigate the impact of these systematic errors on tests of GR. Regarding fundamental bias, we
find that at low signal-to-noise ratios (SNR), there is a risk of misidentifying a non-GR EMRI signal
as a GR-EMRI one, and vice versa. However, this risk diminishes as the SNR increases to around 40
or higher. Additionally, modeling errors might reduce the SNR of detected EMRI signals and could
be misinterpreted as deviations from GR, leading Bayesian inference to favor non-GR scenarios,
especially at high SNR. We emphasize the importance of developing sufficiently accurate waveform
templates based on alternative gravity theories for testing GR.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of gravitational waves (GWs) from
binary black holes (BBH) coalescence in 2015 [1], the
ground-based GW detectors (LIGO [2], Virgo [3], etc.)
have opened a new window on the universe. GW obser-
vations provide opportunities to test General Relativity
(GR) at the strong-field regime and enhance our under-
standing of gravity and fundamental physics. Several
tests [4–8] have been carried out on the data from the
ground-based GW detectors, with no conclusive evidence
for the deviation from GR to date.

The future space-borne GW detectors, such as the
Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [9], Taiji
[10–12] and TianQin [13], will detect the GWs radiating
from stellar-mass compact objects [SCOs: neutron stars,
white dwarfs or black holes (BHs)] inspiralling into super-
massive black holes (SMBHs). These events are known
as extreme-mass-ratio inspirals (EMRIs) [14, 15], which
have the potential to facilitate stringent tests of GR [16–
23]. Due to their extreme mass-ratios (10−4 ∼ 10−7),
SCO acts like a test particle moving in the background of
the central supermassive BHs. The radiated GWs reflect
rich information about the geometry and environment
around the central object. If extracting this information
from the GW signals, we will be able to accurately dis-
tinguish whether the central object is indeed a Kerr BH
or another object.

To achieve this scientific goal, we must accurately
model EMRI waveforms. The accuracy requirement of
the models depends on our purpose to which we put the
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model. For detection purposes (determining whether an
EMRI signal is in your data or not), it is required that
the dephasing ∆ϕ ≲ 1 radian throughout the signal’s
duration [24]. For measurement purposes (extracting
source parameters), our model must be accurate enough
that systematic errors (due to inadequate modeling) are
smaller than statistic errors (due to noise). A crude rule
of thumb is that the template’s phase must match the
signal to within ∆ϕ ≲ 1/SNR [24, 25]. As in Ref. [26],
the GW phase ϕ can be expanded as

ϕ =
1

ν
{ν0ϕ0 + ν1ϕ1 +O(ν2)}, (1)

where ν is the mass ratio. The leading term in Eq. (1)
is refered to as “adiabatic” order [0th post-adiabatic
(0PA)], and the nth subleading term as nth post-
adiabatic (nPA). Models that get ϕ0 might be enough to
detect most signals, but models that get both ϕ0 and ϕ1

should be enough for precise parameter extraction [27].
In order to search across the large parameter space, we
need to generate waveforms in less than 1s on a single
central processing unit (CPU) core [25, 27]. The accu-
racy and speed requirements have led to the develop-
ment of two classes of EMRI models: gravitational self-
force (GSF) models for accuracy and “kludge” models
for speed.

The ongoing GSF program [26] is a specific expansion
within the black hole perturbation theory (BHPT) that
aims to generate EMRI waveforms satisfying the accu-
racy requirements of the EMRI science. In this approach,
EMRI is treated as a point mass orbiting a black hole and
the dynamics can be described by the equation of motion
of the mass, including the influence of the interaction
with the self-field, i.e. the GSF [28]. Among the GSF
formalisms, the recent PA waveforms [29, 30] for non-
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spinning compact binaries under a quasicircular inspiral
are the most accurate waveforms to date. In contrast to
the slow GSF waveform model, the fast EMRI “kludge”
models [(analytical kludge (AK) [31], numerical kludge
(NK) [32], augmented analytical kludge (AAK) [33])] are
designed for rapidly generating waveforms, and have been
widely used for LISA data analysis.

Tests of GR cannot rely on waveform families that
assume GR is correct. Instead, such tests should em-
ploy more generic waveforms that allow for GR devi-
ations [34]. A framework already exists to paramet-
rically deform the metric tensor through the construc-
tion of so-called bumpy spacetimes [19, 34–40]. Collins
and Hughes [19] (hereafter CH04) introduced the bumpy
BHs for the Schwarzschild case, which are almost, but
not quite, GR’s BHs. Vigeland and Hughes [36] ex-
tended the bumpy BHs concept in CH04 to Kerr BHs
and dealed with the non-smooth nature of bumps pre-
sented in CH04. Vigeland, Yunes, and Stein [34] (here-
after VYS11) generalized the bumpy BH framework to
allow for alternative gravity (AG) theory deformations.
They map the parametrically deformed metrics to known
specific non-GR BH metrics, such as those in the dynam-
ical Chern-Simons (CS) gravity one [41] and the dynami-
cal quadratic one [42]. Gair and Yunes [37] construct ap-
proximate, “analytic-kludge” waveforms for EMRIs with
parametrized post-Einsteinian (ppE) corrections that al-
low for generic, model-independent deformations of the
supermassive BH background away from the Kerr met-
ric. The deformations represent modified gravity effects
and have been analytically mapped to several modified
gravity black hole solutions in four dimensions [41, 42].

In our work, we focus on evaluating the systematic
errors arising from waveform templates, which could po-
tentially result in incorrect scientific conclusions. These
errors can be divided into two main categories: model-
ing error [43] and fundamental bias [44]. The systematic
error generated by the use of inaccurate template fam-
ilies can be broadly thought of as a modeling error. It
arises from simplified physical assumptions or unverified
assumptions about the accuracy of the solutions used to
model the given event. In addition, concerns about the
validity of the Einstein field equations themselves repre-
sent a fundamental bias.

Firstly, we study the systematic errors arising from
fundamental biases. Following the approach of [37], we
obtain the bumpy-kludge waveform templates by adding
corrections to the corresponding evolution equations in
the kludge waveform models. Our analysis also includes
the detector response function, generating the second-
generation Time-Delay Interferometry (TDI) variables
with realistic orbits produced by Taiji. We compare the
parameter estimation results obtained using AG-EMRI
waveform templates (e.g., bumpy-AAK) with those from
GR-EMRI waveform templates (e.g., AAK). Our find-
ings indicate that in low SNR scenarios, there is a risk of
mistaking an AG-EMRI signal for a GR-EMRI one, and
vice versa. However, as the SNR increases to around 40

or higher, the potential for confusion between AG and
GR signals diminishes.
Secondly, we discuss the systematic errors stemming

from modeling errors. We explore the effectiveness of us-
ing less accurate AAK models to infer the parameters of
EMRI signals generated by the more accurate NK mod-
els. We find that modeling errors may reduce the SNR
of detected EMRI signals due to the mismatch between
the NK signal and the AAK model. Additionally, the
calculated Bayesian factors tend to favor the bumpy sig-
nal hypothesis, especially at high SNR. In such high SNR
scenarios, even slight mismatches in waveform templates
become noticeable and may be misconstrued as differ-
ences in the deformation parameter between Kerr and
bumpy EMRI signals. This misinterpretation could lead
to an overestimation of support for the bumpy signal hy-
pothesis, potentially skewing the analysis and resulting in
incorrect conclusions about the underlying EMRI signal.
This paper is organized as follows. Section II intro-

duces the bumpy-kludge waveforms in the context of
modified gravity theories. Sec. III represents the method
of parameter estimation and model selection. Sec. IV
and Sec. V evaluate the systematic errors induced by
fundamental bais and modeling error, respectively. In
Sec. VI we draw conclusions, discuss our results, and
suggest directions for future work. Throughout this pa-
per, we use geometric units with G = c = 1.

II. WAVEFORM MODELS

The generalized model considered in this work is based
on the kludge family waveforms, summarized in Sec. II A.
These GR-based EMRI kludge models are the most com-
putationally efficient ones available and have been widely
used in data analysis for space-borne GW detectors. In
Sec. II B, we describe the construction of kludge wave-
forms on a family of generic modified-gravity BH space-
times. These spacetimes are parameterized by metric
deformations (or “bumps”) of different sizes [37], which
show up in the resultant “bumpy-kludge” model as per-
turbations to the phase evolution at different orders. In
Sec. II C, we consider the detector response function, pro-
ducing second-generation TDI variables featuring realis-
tic orbits generated by Taiji.

A. Kludge waveform models

We begin with the kludge family waveforms which in-
clude the AK [31], NK [32], and AAK [33, 45] models.
The AK model is very fast to compute, but is less accu-
rate than the NK model, which combines Kerr geodesics
with post-Newtonian (PN) orbital evolution to improve
accuracy. The AAK model possesses both the speed of
the AK model and the accuracy of the NK model, and
has been widely used for many space-borne GW detec-
tors.
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In general, the kludge family describes the inspiral of
a CO, treated as a point mass µ, around a supermas-
sive Kerr BH with mass M and spin a. Assuming the
spin of the compact object is negligible, an EMRI can be
described by 14 parameters [31, 33]:

Θi
kludge ≡ (Θ1, ...,Θ14)

= [µ,M, a, p0, e0, ι0, γ̃0,Φ0, α0, θS , ϕS , θK , ϕK , D]
(2)

where S⃗ is the central black hole’s spin vector, L⃗ is the
CO’s orbital angular momentum vector, and Ŝ and L̂
are the corresponding unit vectors, respectively. The di-
rections of Ŝ are described by the angles (θK , ϕK), and

the angle between L̂ and Ŝ is labeled as ι (inclination).

The azimuthal angle of L̂ in the spin-equatorial plane
is α , and the angle in orbital plane between L̂ × Ŝ
and the pericenter is γ̃. The parameters e, p, and Φ
denote the orbital eccentricity, the semi-latus rectum,
and the mean anomaly, respectively. The subscript 0
in {p0, e0, ι0, γ̃0,Φ0, α0} indicates the values of these pa-
rameters at the initial time t0. The location of the system
is determined by the angles (θS , ϕS) in ecliptic-based co-
ordinates and the luminosity distance D.
The main components of a kludge waveform model can

be schematically described as follows [33]:
(i) the construction of the inspiral trajectory in “phase-

space”, using PN or fitted fluxes F⃗ :

˙⃗
C = F⃗ (µ,M, S⃗, C⃗); (3)

(ii) the construction of the CO’s worldline (the
“configuration-space” trajectory), using geodesic or flux-

derived expressions G⃗:

˙⃗
X = G⃗(µ,M, S⃗, C⃗); (4)

(iii) the generation of the waveform strain h at the
detector, using some weak-field multipole formula H:

h(t) = H(X⃗, R⃗). (5)

where C⃗ contains the orbital constants describing the

CO’s (instantaneous) orbit, X⃗ represents the CO’s po-

sition vector with respect to the BH, and R⃗ denotes the
system’s position vector with respect to the Solar System
(i.e. θS , ϕS , and D).

1. Analytic kludge

In the AK model, the trajectory is constructed from
rotating Keplerian ellipses. Radiation reaction is intro-
duced in phase space, evolving the orbital constants of
a Keplerian ellipse using PN equations. In configura-
tion space, the ellipse’s orientation is also evolved with
PN equations to simulate relativistic precession. The

waveform is then obtained with n-harmonics by using
the Peter-Matthews method [46] in the quadrupole ap-
proximation, which is described by Eqs. (7)–(10) in [31].

h+ =

∞∑
n=1

h+
n , h× =

∞∑
n=1

h×
n (6)

with

h+
n = (1+(

ˆ⃗
R · ˆ⃗L)2)(bn sin 2γ̃−an cos 2γ̃)+(1−(

ˆ⃗
R · ˆ⃗L)2)cn,

(7)

h×
n = 2(

ˆ⃗
R · ˆ⃗L)(bn cos 2γ̃ + an sin 2γ̃), (8)

where the functions (an, bn, cn) (Eq. (7) in [31]) describe
the changing mass quadrupole moment of a Keplerian
orbit with mean anomaly Φ(t), eccentricity e and orbital
angular frequency ν.

2. Numerical kludge

The NK model improves upon the AK model by pro-
viding a more accurate description of the orbital motion
and radiation reaction in a Kerr spacetime. In the NK
model, the inspiral trajectory is constructed from the
Kerr geodesic, fully characterized by three constants of
motion: the orbital energy E, the projection Lz of the

orbital angular momentum L⃗ onto S⃗, and the quadratic
Carter constant Q. These constants are evolved using
Teukolsky-fitted PN equations to account for radiation
reaction. The Kerr geodesic equations are then numer-
ically integrated along this inspiral trajectory to obtain
the Boyer-Lindquist coordinates [r(t), θ(t), ϕ(t)] of the in-
spiraling object as a function of time.

Σ
dr

dτ
= ±

√
Vr,

Σ
dθ

dτ
= ±

√
Vθ,

Σ
dϕ

dτ
= Vϕ,

Σ
dt

dτ
= Vt,

(9)

where τ is the proper time and Σ = r2+a2 cos2 θ. The po-
tentials Vr,θ,ϕ,t are functions of the constants (E,Lz, Q)
and the coordinates (r, θ) (Eqs. (2a)-(2d) in [32]). Fi-
nally, the waveform is derived from the inspiral trajectory
using the quadrupole (or quadrupole-octupole) approxi-
mation via

h+ =
1

2
hijH

+
ij , h× =

1

2
hijH

×
ij (10)

with

hij =
2

|R⃗|

(
PikPjl −

1

2
PijPkl

)
Ïkl, (11)
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where Ïij(t) is the second time derivative of the source’s

mass quadrupole moment Iij(t), H
+,×
ij is the polarisation

tensor, and Pij is transverse projection tensor.

3. Augmented analytical kludge

The AAK model combines the speed of the AK model
and the accuracy of the NK model. It first generates
a short segment of the inspiral trajectory using the NK
model, which is then used to adjust the parameters of
the AK model, ensuring that the AK waveform closely
matches the more accurate NK results. Finally, the wave-
form field is generated as in the AK model. The flowchart
summary of the entire AAK algorithm is shown in Fig.
2 of [33].

The main idea of AAK model is to extend parameters
of AK model beyond their physical meaning to match
the frequencies of NK waveforms. Specifically, given the
orbit evolution in the NK model, we can define the di-
mensionless fundamental frequencies ωr,θ,ϕ as a function
of (M,a, p). These fundamental frequencies are related
to the orbital frequencies as follows:

Φ̇(M̃, ã, p̃) = ωr(M,a, p),

γ̇(M̃, ã, p̃) = ωθ(M,a, p)− ωr(M,a, p),

α̇(M̃, ã, p̃) = ωϕ(M,a, p)− ωθ(M,a, p).

(12)

The left hand side is given by the AK orbital equations.
By solving these equations, we obtain the unphysical set
(M̃, ã, p̃), which is defined as the root closest to the phys-
ical set (M,a, p) with a Euclidean metric on parameter

space [33]. Substituting (M̃, ã, p̃) for (M,a, p) in the AK
model provides a correction of its frequencies along the
inspiral trajectory. Next, the waveform can be gener-
ated using the AK framework with the improved orbital
motion. To reduce computational costs, the mapping is
performed on a small section, and the correction along
the local trajectory is extrapolated to the global inspiral
using fitted polynomials. Further details can be found in
[33].

B. Bumpy-kludge waveforms

We decompose the metric tensor to describe the back-
ground spacetime of a supermassive BH as [34]:

gµν = gKµν + ϵhµν , (13)

where gKµν is the traditional Kerr part and ϵ ≪ 1 is the
“deformation” book-keeping parameter for the metric de-
formation hµν . We note that the background spacetime
reduces to the “normal” Kerr black hole metric when
ϵ → 0. In Boyer–Lindquist coordinates, the components
of the Kerr metric for a BH with mass M and dimension-
less Kerr spin parameter a are given by

gKtt = −
(
1− 2Mr

ρ2

)
, gKtϕ = −2M2ar sin2 θ

ρ2
,

gKθθ = ρ2, gKrr =
ρ2

∆
, gKϕϕ =

Σ

ρ2
sin2 θ.

(14)

where ρ2 := r2 + M2a2 cos2 θ, ∆ := r2 − 2Mr + M2a2,
and Σ := (r2 +M2a2)2 −M2a2∆sin2 θ.

The only nonzero components of hµν are htt, htϕ, hrr,
and hϕϕ, which depend on the black-hole parameters
(M,a) and three arbitrary radial functions γi(i = 1, 3, 4)
(Eq. (56) in [34]). These deformed parametrizations
γi(i = 1, 3, 4) can also be mapped to known alter-
native theory BH metrics [34], such as the dynamical
Chern-Simons (CS) gravity one [41] and the dynamical
quadratic one [42]. Gair and Yunes [37] simplify the met-
ric perturbations hµν prescription in [34] by considering
expansions in M/r ≪ 1:

hµν =
∑
n

hµν,n(
M

r
)n, 2 ≤ n ≤ 5 (15)

with

γi =



∞∑
n=0

γi,n(
M

r
)n, i = 1, 4

1

r

∞∑
n=0

γi,n(
M

r
)n, i = 3

(16)

where γi,n are dimensionless constants. The first few
non-zero terms of Eq. (15) are given by:

htt,2 = γ1,2 + 2γ4,2 − 2aγ3,1 sin
2 θ , htt,3 = γ1,3 − 8γ4,2 − 2γ1,2 + 2γ4,3 + 8aγ3,1 sin

2 θ ,

htt,4 = −8γ4,3 − 2γ1,3 + 2γ4,4 + 8γ4,2 + γ1,4 − 8aγ3,1 sin
2 θ + a2 (γ1,2 + 2γ4,2) sin

2 θ + 2a3γ3,1 cos
2 θ sin2 θ , (17)

hrr,2 = −γ1,2 , hrr,3 = −γ1,3 − 2γ1,2 , hrr,4 = −γ1,4 − 2γ1,3 − 4γ1,2 + (1/2)γ1,2a
2 (1− cos 2θ) , (18)
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FIG. 1. Comparision of bumpy-AAK waveforms with common source parameters and different deformation parameters ϵ2.
The blue, green, orange, red, and purple lines represent ϵ2 = 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, 10−5, and ϵ2 = 0, respectively. Note that ϵ2 = 0
denotes the case of AAK waveforms. We fix the EMRI parameters to M = 106M⊙, µ = 10M⊙, a = 0.7, p0 = 10M , e0 = 0.25,
ι0 = 0.78, θS = 0.78, ϕS = 1.34, θK = 0.39, ϕK = 0, γ̃0 = 0,Φ0 = 0, α0 = 0 at the distance of 1 Gpc.

htϕ,2 = −M sin2 θ
[
γ3,3 + a (γ1,2 + γ4,2) + a2γ3,1

]
,

htϕ,3 = −8Ma2γ3,1 sin
4 θ +M sin2 θ

[
(2γ3,3 − γ3,4) + a (6γ4,2 − γ4,3 + 2γ1,2 − γ1,3) + 2γ3,1a

2
]
,

htϕ,4 = M sin4 θ
[
a2 (8γ3,1 − γ3,3) + a3 (−γ1,3 − γ4,2)− a4γ3,1

]
+ sin2 θ [(2γ3,4 − γ3,5)

+ a (−γ4,4 − 8γ4,2 + 6γ4,3 − γ1,4 + 2γ1,3)− a2γ3,3
]

(19)

hϕϕ,0 = 2M2aγ3,1 sin
4 θ , hϕϕ,1 = 0 , hϕϕ,2 = M2 sin4 θ

[
2aγ3,3 + a2γ1,2 + a3γ3,1

(
4− 2 cos2 θ

)]
,

hϕϕ,3 = 8M2a3γ3,1 sin
6 θ +M2 sin4 θ

[
a (−4γ3,3 + 2γ3,4) + a2 (−2γ1,2 − 4γ4,2 + γ1,3)− 4a3γ3,1

]
, (20)

which implies that the full metric has two event hori-
zons (the outer horizon r+ and the inner one r−) the
same as a Kerr BH determined by ∆ = 0 [37]. How-
ever, other quantities, such as he ergosphere and the
innermost-stable circular orbit, will be different in de-
formed space-time relative to their Kerr values [37].

The perturbation depends on how many terms in M/r
are kept relative to the leading-order Kerr metric. For ex-
ample, up to O[(M/r)2], the metric deformation is given
by the 4 constants B2 = {γ1,2, γ3,1, γ3,3, γ4,2}. Up to
O[(M/r)5], it is given by the 13 constants B2∪B3∪B4∪B5,
where Bn = {γ1,n, γ3,n+1, γ4,n}, 3 ≤ n ≤ 5. If the incli-
nation angle of a geodesic orbit is approximated as con-
stant, a metric deformation turns out to be fully specified
by a set of three coefficients Bn := {γ1,n, γ4,n, γ3,n+1},
2 ≤ n ≤ 5, which is regarded as a Bn bump. For the
rest of this paper, when referring to the Bn limit we will
mean that all the constants γm,n = 0 except for those
quantities in the set Bn.

Under B2 assumptions and setting γ3,1 = 0, the expres-
sions for the leading-order corrections to the the kludge

model are (γ3,n+1 is at sub-leading order):

M δėB2
=− 16

5
η
(2πMν)

10/3

(1− e2)
7/2

(
93

4
e+

67

4
e3 +

1

4
e5
)
ϵ2,

2πM2 δν̇B2
=
16

5
η
(2πMν)

13/3

(1− e2)
9/2

(
18 + 78e2 +

99

4
e4
)
ϵ2,

M δγ̇B2
=
(2πMν)

5/3

2 (1− e2)
ϵ2,

M δα̇B2
=− a (2πMν)

2

(1− e2)
3/2

ϵ2,

(21)
where η = µ/M is the mass ratio, and ϵ2 = ϵ(γ1,2 +
2γ4,2) is the deformation parameter, which determines
the magnitudes of the B2 bumps. These expressions are
taken from Eqs. (327)–(330) in [37] with the restriction
γ3,1 = 0.
Based on these corrections, we obtain the bumpy-

kuldge waveforms (i.e. bumpy-NK, bumpy-AK, and



6

bumpy-AAK). This involves (i) adding the corrections
Eq. (21) to the corresponding evolution equations in
the kludge waveform model EMRI Kludge Suite [31–
33, 45] 1 and (ii) extending the set of model parameters
to

Θbumpy−kludge = Θkludge ∪Θbumpy, (22)

Θbumpy = ϵ2. (23)

Fig. 1 shows the dephasing of bumpy-AAK (bAAK)
waveforms over time relative to the AAK waveforms
(where ϵ2 = 0). Initially, these bAAK waveforms are
in phase with AAK waveforms, but they will gradually
dephase as time goes by. Waveforms with smaller ϵ2 val-
ues correspond to smaller metric deformations, and thus
dephase more slowly.

C. Time Delay Interferometry (TDI)

For the ground-based laser interferometers, the laser
frequency noise can be cancelled very precisely by keep-
ing the same arm length up to the picometer level [47, 48].
For the space-borne detectors, due to the coupling with
unequal armlengths caused by the relative motion of the
satellites, time delay interferometry (TDI) [49, 50] is
needed to achieve targeting sensitivity. As a data post-
processing technique, TDI works by time-delaying and
linearly combing the interferometric data streams and
thus construct virtual equal armlength interferometers.

FIG. 2. Indexing conventions in TDI

1 which can be found at the following URL:
https://github.com/alvincjk/EMRI Kludge Suite

Fig. 2 shows the standard indexing conventions in
TDI. Spacecrafts (SCs) are labeled from 1 to 3 clock-
wise when looking down on the z-axis. Moveable optical
sub-assemblies (MOSAs) are indexed with two numbers
ij, where i is the index of the local spacecraft, and j is
the index of the distant spacecraft the light is received
from [51].
Assuming that the constellation is static, the expres-

sion for the first generation Michelson combination X1 is
given by [52]

X1 = y13 +D13y31 +D131y12 +D1312y21

− [y12 +D12y21 +D121y13 +D1213y31]
(24)

with

Dijx(t) = x(t− Lij(t)) (25)

Di1,i2,...,inx(t) = x (t−
n−1∑
k=1

Likik+1
(t)). (26)

where yji is the relative frequency shift experienced by
light as it travels along link ji, D is the time-delay op-
erator, Lij(t) is the propagation time along link ij at
reception time t, and x(t) is the arbitrary data stream.
The other two Michelson combinations Y1 and Z1 are
obtaibed by the same method.
The first generation Michelson combinations only elim-

inated the laser phase noise of static constellation or rigid
constellation rotating at a constant speed. In practice,
the relative motion between spacecraft can not be ig-
nored, so the second generation TDI combinations X2

are developed:

X2 = X1 +D13121y12 +D131212y21 +D1312121y13

+D13121213y31 − [D12131y13 +D121313y31

+D1213131y12 +D12131312y21]

(27)

Y2 and Z2 can be obtained via cyclic permutation of the
SC indices. These Michelson combinations have corre-
lated noise properties. An uncorrelated set of TDI vari-
ables, (A,E, T ), can be obtained from linear combina-
tions of (X,Y, Z) given by

A =
1√
2
(Z −X) ,

E =
1√
6
(X − 2Y + Z) ,

T =
1√
3
(X + Y + Z) .

(28)

These channels A,E, T are only exactly orthogonal (or
uncorrelated in noise properties) in the equal-armlength
limit. We notice that the A and E channels are sensitive
to GWs and regarded as scientific channels, while the T
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FIG. 3. The bumpy-AAK waveforms of EMRI systems in the TDI-A channel versus the deformation parameters ϵ2. The light
blue lines denote the noise of TDI-A Channel and the deep blue, orange, and green lines represent waveforms with ϵ2 = 0,
ϵ2 = 0.01, and ϵ2 = 0.05, respectively. Note that ϵ2 = 0 denotes the case of Kerr black hole. We plot the half a year evolving
waveforms with M = 106M⊙, µ = 10M⊙, a = 0.7, p0 = 10M , e0 = 0.25, ι0 = 0.78, γ = 0, ψ = 0, α = 0, θS = 0.78, ϕS = 1.34,
θK = 0.39, and ϕK = 0 at the distance of 1 Gpc.

channel is insensitive to GW, which is used to character-
ize the instrument noise.

In general, the observed signal, d(t), can be described
as the sum of the GW signal h(t) and the detector noise
n(t)

di(t) = hi(t) + ni(t), i = {A,E, T} (29)

where the value of i represents different the second gen-
eration TDI channels (A,E, T ). In this work, we use the
TDI package fastlisaresponse [51, 53] to generate GW
waveforms in the TDI-A channel. We assume the noise
is stationary Gaussian, and the power spectral density
(PSD) of noise is taken to be the sky averaged one for
Taiji [12].

As an example, Fig. 3 shows three waveforms in the
TDI-A channel for different deformation parameters ϵ2.
The bottom row displays the waveforms over half a year,
while the top row zooms in on two segments. In the early
stages (top left), the disparity between two EMRI wave-
forms with minor deformation parameters (ϵ2 = 0, 0.01)
is minimal. However, as time progresses, differences due
to deformation accumulate. In the later stages (top
right), significant differences emerge between the wave-
forms with different deformation parameters. Notably,
the waveform corresponding to ϵ2 = 0.05 (green line) de-
viates more substantially from the other two waveforms
(blue and orange lines). This demonstrates that as both
the value of ϵ2 and time increase, the waveform gradually
deviates from the Kerr black hole waveform.

III. PARAMETER ESTIMATION AND MODEL
SELECTION

Given the ppE waveforms (bumpy-kludge waveforms)
mentioned above, which include the deformed parameter,
we can extract parameter information from GW signals
to test GR. For stationary Gaussian noise, the likelihood
is given by

L(θ) ∝ exp[−1

2
⟨d− h(θ)|d− h(θ)⟩] , (30)

The noise-weighted inner product is defined as

⟨a|b⟩ ≡ 2

∫ ∞

0

df
a∗(f)b(f) + a(f)b∗(f)

Sn(f)
(31)

where Sn(f) is the PSD of the noise n, which is taken to
be the sky-averaged PSD for Taiji throughout the paper.
The SNR of a given source is equivalent to

√
⟨d|h⟩. We

utilize the package dynesty [54, 55], employing dynamic
nested sampling [56], to infer the Bayesian posterior dis-
tribution of parameters and evidence. This approach is
particularly well-suited for complex, multimodal distri-
butions [48].
It is known that using various models to estimate pa-

rameters will get different results. So, which model is
statistically preferred by the data and by how much? In
this work, we take advantages of the Bayesian inference
to do model selection. In the Bayesian inference, the rel-
ative probability of two or more alternative hypotheses
given observed data d is described by the odds ratio O. If
GR is the general relativity hypothesis (model HGR with
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parameters ν) and AG is the hypothesis corresponding
to some alternative theory of gravity (model HAG with
parameters θ), the odds ratio in favor of AG is given by
[57]:

OAG
GR ≡ ZAG

ZGR

πAG

πGR
= BAG

GR

πAG

πGR
(32)

with

ZAG =

∫
dθL(d|θ,HAG)π(θ) (33)

ZGR =

∫
dνL(d|ν,HGR)π(ν) (34)

BAG
GR =

ZAG

ZGR
(35)

loge BAG
GR = loge ZAG − loge ZGR (36)

where L is the likelihood, Z is marginalised likelihood (or
evidence) of observing the data given the specific model
H, and BAG

GR = ZAG

ZGR
is the Bayes factor. We typically

set the prior odds ratio to unity, and so the odds ra-
tio is equal to the Bayes factor. If loge BAG

GR > 0, then
the evidence is in favor of the first hypothesis AG. If
loge BAG

GR < 0, then the evidence is in favor of the sec-
ond hypothesis GR. The threshold | loge B| = 8 is often
treated as the level of “strong evidence” in favor of one
hypothesis over another [57].

IV. FUNDAMENTAL BIAS

If templates are used based solely on GR models, while
the corresponding events may be detected, any unex-
pected information the signals may contain about the
nature of gravity will be filtered out. Therefore, tests of
GR cannot rely on waveform families that assume GR is
correct. Instead, such tests should employ more generic
waveforms that allow for deviations from GR [34]. These
deviations, arising from the assumption based on GR or
AG, are considered fundamental biases that question the
validity of the Einstein field equations themselves.

In this section, based on the bumpy-kludge waveforms
mentioned in Sec. II B, we investigate the influence of sys-
tematic error caused by fundamental bias. Note that the
waveform templates used in this section are all based on
the AAK case but with different theoretical assumptions
(GR or AG). The strategies are outlined below:

(1) Given a GR signal and a GR template, how well
can the latter extract the former? How well can intrinsic
parameters be estimated?

(2) Given a GR signal and an AG template, how well
can the latter extract the former? How well can intrinsic
and deformation parameters be estimated?

(3) Given a non-GR signal and an AG template, how
well can the latter extract the former? How well can
intrinsic and deformation parameters be estimated?
(4) Given a non-GR signal and a GR template, how

much fundamental bias-induced systematic error is gen-
erated in the estimation of parameters? Can the signal
even be extracted?

A. Given a GR signal

Given a GR signal, we recover parameters using both
GR and non-GR templates. Instead of conducting the
initial search for the alerted events, we assume that the
source has already been identified in the data stream.
The injected parameters are M = 106M⊙, µ = 10M⊙,
a = 0.6, p0 = 10M , e0 = 0.25, ι0 = 0.78, θS = 0.78,
ϕS = 0.6, θK = 0.39, ϕK = 0, γ̃0 = 0, Φ0 =
0, and α0 = 0. The luminosity distance is set to
D = {0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 1.0}Gpc, which is corresponding to
SNR = {50.9, 40.7, 33.9, 20.3}. The parameters tested
in this study are only {M,µ, a, ϵ2}. The priors are uni-
formly distributed across all data sets as follows: the
mass of SMBH M ∈ U [0.99, 1.01) × 106M⊙, the mass
of CO µ ∈ U [9.8, 10.2)M⊙, the dimensionless spin of
SMBH a ∈ U [0.58, 0.62), and the deformetion parameter
ϵ2 ∈ U [−0.05, 0.05) for non-GRmodel. These parameters
and priors are selected to focus on studying systematic
errors in EMRI waveforms when testing GR, rather than
on parameter estimation techniques [38, 58, 59]. The full
parameter estimation with a larger parameter space will
be addressed in future work.
Fig. 4 illustrates the posterior distribution of GR-

EMRI signal parameters recovered using AAK templates
(a) or bumpy-AAK templates (b). The right side of each
panel shows an enlarged detail of the left side. From
the left side of Fig. 4, it is evident that as SNR in-
creases, the posterior distributions for the parameters
converge more closely to the true values, represented by
the vertical black lines. This indicates that these mod-
els achieve enhanced accuracy in parameter estimation
with increasing SNR. Furthermore, the right side of Fig.
4 illustrates that higher SNR leads to more peaked and
narrower posterior distributions, reflecting greater preci-
sion in estimating the underlying parameters. Therefore,
the SNR has a significant impact on parameter estima-
tion, with higher SNRs leading to more precise and con-
centrated posterior distributions. Specifically, for golden
EMRIs (SNR > 50), both models perform well, with all
recovered parameters falling within the 2σ (95%) credi-
ble interval, and the relative accuracy of the parameter
estimation for each simulation can improve significantly,
reaching up to ∼ 10−6 for M , ∼ 10−5 for µ, and ∼ 10−4

for a (see Tab. I).
In contrast, when the SNR is 33.9, the Kerr-AAK

model (a) does not perform better than the bumpy-AAK
model (b). The bumpy-AAKmodel benefits from a larger
parameter space, which provides greater flexibility in pa-
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 4. The posterior distribution of the parameters generated by injecting Kerr-EMRI signals with AAK models and
recovering using Kerr/bumpy-AAK models. The green, grey, red, and blue parameter posteriors are generated for injected
signals with SNR = 20.3, 33.9, 40.7, and 50.9, respectively. The injected values are represented by the vertical black lines. The
posterior distributions show the 1σ and 2σ contours. Notice that the right part is a partially enlarged part of the left one. (a)
inject: AAK; recover: AAK. (b) inject: AAK; recover: bumpy-AAK.

rameter estimation. This increased flexibility allows the
bumpy-AAK model to more effectively adapt to the com-
plexities of the data, resulting in more accurate param-
eter recovery. However, it is important to note that the
computational demands are also higher when using the
bumpy-AAK model due to its larger parameter space.

Fig. 4 demonstrates that an GR-EMRI signal can be
detected using both GR and non-GR templates. The
question then arises: which model is statistically pre-
ferred by the data, and by how much? Tab. I presents
the mean and 2σ standard deviation of the estimated
parameters using both the bumpy-AAK and Kerr-AAK
models. For model selection, we compare the evidence
(logZ) of each case and calculate the logarithmic Bayes
factor loge BAG

GR in favor of AG model. We find that when
SNR < 40, the value of loge BAG

GR provides “strong evi-
dence” in favor of the bumpy-EMRI signal. This result
could potentially lead to a misinterpretation, suggesting
that a deviation from GR has been detected. However, as

the SNR increases to around 40 and higher, the confusion
between AG and GR diminishes.

This confusion is caused by noise, which impacts the
accuracy of parameter estimation, scaling roughly as
1/SNR [43]. This relationship indicates that in situa-
tions with low SNR, the higher noise levels lead to larger
errors in the recovered parameters. In addition, under
low SNR conditions, the algorithm may converge to a
local maximum, complicating the search for the global
maximum likelihood solution. This reduces the accuracy
of parameter estimation and may result in incorrect con-
clusions about testing GR. As SNR increases, the influ-
ence of noise diminishes, resulting in more precise and
accurate parameter estimation, thereby eliminating the
confusion between AG and GR.
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SNRinj model M(M⊙) (10
6) µ(M⊙) (10) a (0.6) ϵ2 (0) SNR logZ logBbumpy

Kerr

20.3 bumpy 1000271+23.0
−29.8 9.9314+0.0025

−0.0026 0.6051+0.0003
−0.0004 0.0201+0.0010

−0.0012 20.2 −527205.755± 0.133 29.848± 0.229

kerr 999699+6.1
−4.3 9.983807+0.00219

−0.00151 0.58444+0.00006
−0.00004 – 20.3 −527235.603± 0.096

33.9 bumpy 999998+8.2
−8.2 10.0003+0.0008

−0.0007 0.6000+0.0001
−0.0001 0.0001+0.0004

−0.0004 33.9 −527000.980± 0.161 372.128± 0.268

kerr 999922+2.6
−2.6 9.98406+0.00089

−0.00090 0.59967+0.00002
−0.00002 – 33.9 −527373.108± 0.107

40.7 bumpy 999999+6.9
−6.8 10.0002+0.0006

−0.0006 0.6000+0.0001
−0.0001 0.0001+0.0003

−0.0003 40.7 −526994.137± 0.139 −5.102± 0.264

kerr 1000000+1.2
−1.2 10.00013+0.00040

−0.00040 0.6000+0.0001
−0.0001 – 40.7 −526989.035± 0.125

50.9 bumpy 999999+5.6
−5.6 10.0002+0.0005

−0.0005 0.6000+0.0001
−0.0001 0.0001+0.0002

−0.0002 50.9 −526997.937± 0.152 −8.238± 0.280

kerr 1000000+1.0
−1.0 10.00010+0.00033

−0.00032 0.60000+0.00001
−0.00001 – 50.9 −526989.698± 0.128

TABLE I. The 2σ(95%) credible intervals for recovered parameters using bumpy-AAK models and Kerr-AAK models for Kerr-
AAK EMRI signals. The last column shows the logarithmic Bayes factor for the different signals. The true values of injected
signal parameters are marked in red color.

B. Given a non-GR signal

Similar to Sec. IVA, given a non-GR signal, we also re-
cover parameters using a GR template and AG template,
respectively. The injected parameters are M = 106M⊙,
µ = 10M⊙, a = 0.6, p0 = 10M , e0 = 0.25, ι0 = 0.78,
θS = 0.78, ϕS = 0.6, θK = 0.39, ϕK = 0, γ̃0 = 0,
Φ0 = 0, α0 = 0 and ϵ2 = 0.01. We set the luminosity
distance D = {0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 1.0}Gpc, which is correspond-
ing to SNR = {51.0, 40.8, 34.0, 20.4}. The priors are the
same as those in Sec. IVA.

Fig. 5 shows the posterior distribution on the pa-
rameters of bumpy-EMRI signals when recovering with
bumpy-AAK templates (a) or AAK templates (b). From
Fig. 5 (a), we can see that for the EMRI system with
SNR ≲ 30, there are significant deviations from the true
parameters (vertical black lines) with respect to 2σ (95%)
uncertainty. However, as the SNR increases to ≳ 30, the
estimates become more reliable and accurate, and the
recovered parameters are all within the 2σ credible in-
terval. Overall, it demonstrates that increasing the SNR
improves the accuracy and precision of parameter estima-
tion when using bumpy-AAK models to recover bumpy-
EMRI signals.

We then extract parameters of bumpy-EMRI signals
using Kerr-AAK models, depicted in Fig. 5 (b). As the
SNR increases, the posterior distributions of the parame-
ters become more concentrated, indicating improved pre-
cision in parameter estimation. However, unlike in Fig. 5
(a), even at higher SNRs, there are still noticeable devia-
tions from the true parameters. This highlights potential
limitations in using GR models for recovering non-GR
signals.

While GR templates, such as Kerr-AAK models, can
detect non-GR signals, the parameter estimates will ex-
hibit biases. These biases stem from a fundamental bias
caused by the discrepancy between the GR template and
the true non-GR nature of the signal. If templates are
used based solely on GR models, any unexpected infor-
mation the signals may contain about the nature of grav-
ity will be filtered out, potentially leading to the misiden-

tification of a bumpy-EMRI signal as a Kerr one. There-
fore, it is crucial to develop models that effectively ac-
commodate both GR and AG theories.

Table II displays the mean and standard 2σ devia-
tion of estimated parameters utilizing both bumpy-AAK
and Kerr-AAK models. We also compare the evidence
(logZ) of each case and derive the logarithmic Bayes fac-
tor loge BAG

GR in favor of AG for model selection. We ob-
serve that when SNR = 20.3, distinguishing between AG
and GR signals becomes challenging due to the low value
of | loge BAG

GR|, leading to confusion between a bumpy-
EMRI signal and a Kerr one. In other words, if the sig-
nal is a bumpy-EMRI signal, using a model based on
the Kerr case may result in its misinterpretation as sup-
porting GR. However, as the SNR increases to ∼ 30 and
higher, the confusion between AG and GR signals dissi-
pates.

V. MODELING ERROR

As previously mentioned in Sec. IV, when the SNR
is low, systematic errors due to fundamental biases may
skew the results of the GR test. As the SNR increases,
the confusion between AG and GR diminishes. How-
ever, modeling inaccuracies also become increasingly sig-
nificant, especially for high-SNR sources. For massive
black hole mergers, these systematic errors from our
best model waveforms could dominate over statistical er-
rors by roughly an order of magnitude for the strongest
sources [60, 61]. Testing GR using selected “golden bi-
naries” with high SNR is even more vulnerable to false
deviations from GR.

In this section, we focus on parameter extraction errors
arising from the use of less accurate template families for
EMRI systems. This issue can be broadly thought of as a
modeling error, where the preconception relates to phys-
ical assumptions to simplify the solutions considered or
unverified assumptions about the accuracy of the solu-
tion used to model the given event. The strategies are
outlined below:
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. The posterior distribution on the parameters generated by injecting bumpy-EMRI signals with bumpy-AAK models
and recovering using Kerr/bumpy-AAK models. The green grey, red, and blue parameter posteriors are generated for injected
signals with SNR = 20.4, 34.0, 40.8, and 51.0, respectively. The injected values are represented by the vertical black lines. The
posterior distributions show the 1σ and 2σ contours. Notice that the right part is a partially enlarged part of the left one. (a)
inject: bumpy-AAK; recover: bumpy-AAK. (b) inject: bumpy-AAK; recover: AAK.

SNRinj model M(M⊙) (10
6) µ(M⊙) (10) a (0.6) ϵ2 (0.01) SNR logZ logBbumpy

Kerr

20.4 bumpy 1000136+40.5
−45.2 9.9084+0.0051

−0.0044 0.6055+0.0005
−0.0006 0.0308+0.0018

−0.0021 20.2 −527202.650± 0.103 −0.24± 0.238

kerr 999876+3.7
−3.7 10.03725+0.00121

−0.00119 0.60352+0.00003
−0.00003 – 20.4 −527202.406± 0.135

34.0 bumpy 1000004+8.0
−7.8 9.9995+0.0007

−0.0007 0.6001+0.0001
−0.0001 0.0102+0.0003

−0.0003 34.0 −526996.411± 0.145 723.86± 0.262

kerr 999595+2.4
−2.4 9.96980+0.00081

−0.00083 0.59428+0.00002
−0.00002 – 33.9 −527720.273± 0.117

40.8 bumpy 1000004+6.6
−6.6 9.9995+0.0006

−0.0006 0.6000+0.0001
−0.0001 0.0102+0.0003

−0.0003 40.8 −526996.065± 0.149 851.57± 0.267

kerr 999872+2.5
−2.5 10.03382+0.00082

−0.00082 0.59664+0.0001
−0.0001 – 40.9 −527847.639± 0.118

51.0 bumpy 1000003+5.2
−5.3 9.9996+0.0005

−0.0005 0.6000+0.0001
−0.0001 0.0102+0.0002

−0.0002 51.0 −526994.700± 0.140 465.51± 0.274

kerr 999760+1.1
−1.1 10.01444+0.00036

−0.00036 0.59697+0.00001
−0.00001 – 51.0 −527460.212± 0.134

TABLE II. The 2σ(95%) credible intervals for recovered parameters using bumpy-AAK models and Kerr-AAK models. The
last column shows the logarithmic Bayes factor for the different signals. The true values of injected signal parameters are
marked in red color.
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 6. The posterior distribution on the parameters generated by injecting kerr-EMRI signals with NK models and recovering
using kerr-AAK models. The purple, green, orange, and blue parameter posteriors are generated for injected signals with
SNR = 23.4, 39.1, 46.9, and 58.6, respectively. The injected values are represented by the vertical black lines. The posterior
distributions show the 1σ and 2σ contours. Notice that the right part is a partially enlarged part of the left one. (a) inject:
NK; recover: AAK. (b) inject: NK; recover: bumpy-AAK.

(1) Given a GR-NK signal and a GR-AAK template,
how much modeling error-induced systematic error is
generated in the estimation of parameters? Can the sig-
nal even be extracted?

(2) Given a GR-NK signal and an AG-AAK template,
how much modeling error-induced systematic error is
generated in the estimation of parameters? Can the sig-
nal even be extracted?

(3) Given an AG-NK signal and an AG-AAK tem-
plate, how much modeling error-induced systematic error
is generated in the estimation of parameters? Can the
signal even be extracted?

(4) Given an AG-NK signal and a GR-AAK template,
how much systematic error is generated in the estimation
of parameters due to the combined effects of fundamen-
tal bias and modeling error? Can the signal even be
extracted?

We inject the true reference signals using more accu-
rate NK models and recover them with AAK models.

Because the 1PA waveforms for generic orbit is still on-
going, here we only consider the 0PA waveforms, such as
NK and AAK waveforms. However, it is crucial to repeat
this analysis once the 1PA waveforms become available
for generic orbits.

A. Given a GR signal

Given a GR-EMRI signal modeled with NK model,
we recover parameters using both a Kerr-AAK template
and AAK template, respectively. The injected parame-
ters are M = 106M⊙, µ = 10M⊙, a = 0.6, p0 = 10M ,
e0 = 0.25, ι0 = 0.78, θS = 0.78, ϕS = 0.6, θK = 0.39,
ϕK = 0, γ̃0 = 0, Φ0 = 0, and α0 = 0. We set the
luminosity distance D = {0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 1.0}Gpc, which
refer to SNR = {58.6, 46.9, 39.1, 23.4}, and the time
of observation T = 0.5yr. The priors are all uniform
for all data sets, which are: the mass of supermas-
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sive BH M ∈ U [0.99, 1.01) × 106M⊙, the mass of CO
µ ∈ U [9.8, 10.2)M⊙, the dimensionless spin of supermas-
sive BH a ∈ U [0.58, 0.62), and the deformetion parameter
ϵ2 ∈ U [−0.05, 0.05) for non-GR model.
Fig. 6 illustrates the outcomes obtained by injecting

Kerr-EMRI signals using NK models and then recon-
structing them using the AAK models (a) or bumpy-
AAK templates (b), respectively. The right side of each
panel shows an enlarged detail of the left side. We find
that due to modeling errors in the waveform templates,
all the posterior distributions of the parameters deviate
from the injected values beyond the 2σ(95%) uncertainty.
Initially, the accuracy of parameter estimation, as indi-
cated by the peaks of the posterior distributions, im-
proves with increasing SNR. However, when SNR > 50,
these peaks deviate even further from the injected val-
ues. This increased deviation is due to systematic errors
caused by inaccuracies in our model waveforms, which are
small at low SNR but become noticeable for the strongest
sources, such as golden EMRIs. Therefore, for very high
SNR signals, enhancing the accuracy of the model wave-
forms is crucial to maintaining accuracy in parameter
estimation.

Tab. III presents the mean and 2σ standard devi-
ation of estimated parameters using both bumpy-AAK
and Kerr-AAK models. For model selection, we compare
the evidence (logZ) of each case and derive the logarith-
mic Bayes factor loge BAG

GR in favor of AG. When recov-
ering EMRI signals modeled with NK templates using
AAK models, we observe an approximately 15% reduc-
tion in the resulting event’s SNR. This SNR decrease is
caused by the mismatch between the NK signals and the
AAK model. Tab. III also indicates that for systems
with a high SNR, the calculated Bayesian factors tend to
favor the bumpy signal hypothesis. This preference arises
because the bumpy template includes an additional de-
formation parameter ϵ2 that is absent in the Kerr tem-
plate. In such high SNR scenarios, the model bias be-
tween the NK and AAK signals may be misconstrued as
the deformation parameter difference between the Kerr
and bumpy signals. This misinterpretation may lead to
an overestimation of the support for the bumpy signal
hypothesis, potentially skewing the analysis and leading
to incorrect conclusions about the underlying EMRI sig-
nal. The additional degree of freedom (ϵ2) in the bumpy
template, while potentially offering a more flexible fit,
also introduces another risk of confounding fundamen-
tal bias with genuine physical parameters. As a result,
careful consideration is needed when interpreting these
Bayesian factors, particularly in high-SNR systems where
even small biases can have significant impacts on the re-
sults.

B. Given a non-GR signal

Given an AG-EMRI signal modeled with bumpy-NK
model, we recover parameters using both a bumpy-AAK

template and AAK template, respectively. The injected
parameters are M = 106M⊙, µ = 10M⊙, a = 0.6, p0 =
10M , e0 = 0.25, ι0 = 0.78, θS = 0.78, ϕS = 0.6, θK =
0.39, ϕK = 0, γ̃0 = 0, Φ0 = 0, α0 = 0, and ϵ2 = 0.01. We
set the luminosity distance D = {0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 1.0}Gpc,
which is corresponding to SNR = {59.1, 46.9, 39.4, 23.6}.
The priors are the same as those in Sec. VA.

Fig. 7 illustrates the results obtained by injecting
bumpy-EMRI signals using bumpy-NK models and then
recovering them by using both the bumpy-AAK models
(a) and Kerr-AAK models (b). Fig.7 (a) shows discrep-
ancies in the recovered parameters caused solely by mod-
eling errors when using inaccurate templates. Fig.7 (b),
on the other hand, reveals the combined effects of both
modeling errors and fundamental biases. We find that
while the signal can indeed be detected using these mod-
els, systematic errors in the waveform templates cause
all the posterior distributions of the parameters to de-
viate from the injected values beyond the 2σ(95%) un-
certainty. Initially, the accuracy of parameter estimation
improves with increasing SNR. However, in this scenario,
even a slight mismatch in waveform templates becomes
significant, leading to deviations in the inferred physical
parameters. When SNR > 50, these peaks deviate even
further from the injected values. As mentioned earlier,
this increased deviation is caused by the mismatch be-
tween the NK signal and the AAK model, which becomes
noticeable in high SNR systems.

Tab. IV displays the mean and standard 2σ devia-
tion of estimated parameters utilizing both bumpy-AAK
and Kerr-AAK models for bumpy-EMRI signals gener-
ated using bumpy-NK models. For model selection, we
also compare the evidence (logZ) of each case and de-
rive the logarithmic Bayes factor loge BAG

GR in favor of
AG. We observe that when recovering bumpy-NK sig-
nals using the bumpy-AAK model, the SNR of the re-
sulting event tends to be reduced by ∼ 15%, which is
caused by the mismatch between the bumpy-NK signals
and the bumpy-AAK model. In addition, the calculated
Bayesian factors consistently favor the bumpy signal hy-
pothesis. This preference can be attributed to the closer
match between the bumpy-AAK templates and the in-
jected bumpy-NK signals compared to the Kerr-AAK
templates, leading to a more accurate recovery.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, based on bumpy-kludge waveform tem-
plates and Bayesian inference, we investigate the influ-
ence of systematic errors arising from waveform tem-
plates, which could potentially result in misleading de-
viations from GR. These errors can be divided into two
main categories: fundamental bias and modeling error.

Firstly, we address the systematic errors arising from
fundamental bias. We obtain the bumpy-AAK wave-
forms for testing GR with EMRI observations based
on the bumpy metric proposed by [34]. We compare
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FIG. 7. The posterior distribution on the parameters generated by injecting bumpy-EMRI signals with NK models and
recovering using bumpy-AAK models. The purple, green, orange, and blue parameter posteriors are generated for injected
signals with SNR = 23.6, 39.4, 46.9, and 59.1, respectively. The injected values are represented by the vertical black lines. The
posterior distributions show the 1σ and 2σ contours. Notice that the right part is a partially enlarged part of the left one. (a)
inject: bumpy-NK; recover: bumpy-AAK. (b) inject: bumpy-NK; recover: AAK.

SNRinj model M(M⊙) (10
6) µ(M⊙) (10) a (0.6) ϵ2 (0) SNR logZ logBbumpy

Kerr

23.4 bumpy 999787+14.3
−14.8 9.98612+0.00170

−0.00170 0.59904+0.00017
−0.00018 −0.00502+0.00060

−0.00061 20.3 −527203.855± 0.142 −168.116± 0.269

kerr 999969+2.4
−2.4 9.99168+0.00082

−0.00084 0.59988+0.00002
−0.00002 – 20.3 −527035.739± 0.127

39.1 bumpy 999996+9.0
−8.8 10.01018+0.00085

−0.00082 0.59959+0.00011
−0.00011 −0.00208+0.00039

−0.00038 34.0 −527271.401± 0.129 −158.305± 0.255

kerr 999968+1.4
−1.4 9.99148+0.00046

−0.00048 0.59988+0.00001
−0.00001 – 33.9 −527113.096± 0.126

46.9 bumpy 999996+7.9
−7.4 10.01008+0.00071

−0.00070 0.59959+0.00010
−0.00009 −0.00206+0.00033

−0.00032 40.8 −527411.632± 0.146 420.237± 0.261

kerr 999898+1.8
−1.9 9.97829+0.00062

−0.00063 0.59956+0.00001
−0.00001 – 40.6 −527831.869± 0.115

58.6 bumpy 999983+6.2
−6.2 9.97250+0.00062

−0.00063 0.60065+0.00008
−0.00008 0.00364+0.00027

−0.00027 50.8 −528029.515± 0.135 808.883± 0.273

kerr 999809+1.6
−1.6 9.95816+0.00050

−0.00050 0.59182+0.00004
−0.00003 – 50.7 −528838.398± 0.137

TABLE III. The 2σ(95%) credible intervals for recovered parameters using bumpy-AAK models and Kerr-AAK models. The
injected signals are generated with Kerr-NK waveforms. The last column shows the logarithmic Bayes factor for the different
signals. The true values of injected signal parameters are marked in red color.



15

SNRinj model M(M⊙) (10
6) µ(M⊙) (10) a (0.6) ϵ2 (0.01) SNR logZ logBbumpy

Kerr

23.6 bumpy 999102+51.1
−29.7 9.90611+0.00189

−0.0026 0.59573+0.00064
−0.00037 0.02885+0.00213

−0.00123 20.3 −527089.488± 0.122 100.897± 0.247

kerr 998485+2.8
−2.8 9.96244+0.00096

−0.00096 0.58735+0.00002
−0.00002 – 20.4 −527190.385± 0.125

39.4 bumpy 999482+31.2
−20.4 9.90394+0.00138

−0.00207 0.59987+0.00040
−0.00026 −0.04149+0.00133

−0.00086 33.5 −527446.935± 0.140 261.960± 0.259

kerr 998279+2.4
−2.4 9.92218+0.00077

−0.00078 0.58737+0.00001
−0.00001 – 33.8 −527708.895± 0.119

46.9 bumpy 999991+7.3
−7.2 9.98988+0.00061

−0.00063 0.60017+0.00009
−0.00009 0.00098+0.00031

−0.00030 40.7 −527154.086± 0.152 319.089± 0.2286

kerr 1000043+1.3
−1.3 10.00681+0.00044

−0.00045 0.60019+0.0001
−0.0001 – 40.6 −527473.175± 0.134

59.1 bumpy 999153+16.1
−24.1 9.90337+0.00143

−0.00102 0.59637+0.00020
−0.00031 0.03096+0.00067

−0.00101 50.6 −527709.242± 0.152 297.688± 0.282

kerr 998407+1.1
−1.1 9.94656+0.00038

−0.00039 0.58702+0.00001
−0.00001 – 50.8 −528006.930± 0.130

TABLE IV. Same as Tab. III, but for injected signals with bumpy-NK waveforms.

the results simulated using AG-EMRI waveform tem-
plates (e.g., bumpy-AAK) with those using GR-EMRI
waveform templates (e.g., AAK). We find that for given
AG/GR-EMRI signals, both AG and GR templates can
detect these signals, but the parameter estimates may ex-
hibit biases if inappropriate templates are used. Specifi-
cally, when templates are based solely on GR models, any
unexpected information the signals may contain about
the nature of gravity could be filtered out, potentially
leading to the misidentification of a bumpy-EMRI signal
as a Kerr one.

To accurately determine which model (AG or GR) is
statistically preferred by the observational data, we em-
ploy Bayesian inference for model selection. Our results
reveal that at low SNR, there is a risk of mistaking an
AG-EMRI signal for a GR-EMRI one, and vice versa.
This confusion arises because, at low SNR, the differences
between AG and GR waveforms may be overshadowed by
noise. However, as the SNR increases to around 40 and
higher, the signal becomes clearer, and the confusion be-
tween AG and GR signals dissipates. At higher SNRs,
the distinct characteristics of AG and GR waveforms be-
come more pronounced, allowing for more accurate iden-
tification and reducing the risk of misinterpretation.

Secondly, we also disscuss the systematic errors stem-
ming from modeling error. We explore the effectiveness
of using less accurate AAK models to infer the parame-
ters of EMRI signals generated by the more accurate NK
models. We observe an approximately 15% reduction in
the resulting event’s SNR, which is caused by the mis-
match between the NK signals and the AAK model. In
addition, the calculated Bayesian factors tend to favor
the bumpy signal hypothesis, especially at high SNR.
This preference arises because the bumpy template in-
cludes an additional deformation parameter ϵ2, which is
absent in the Kerr template. In such high SNR scenarios,
the detector’s improved ability to identify signals makes
even slight mismatches in waveform templates noticeable.
The model bias between the NK and AAK signals may be
misconstrued as a difference in the deformation parame-
ter between the Kerr and bumpy signals. This misinter-
pretation could lead to an overestimation of the support
for the bumpy signal hypothesis, potentially skewing the

analysis and leading to incorrect conclusions about the
underlying EMRI signal.

Therefore, it is essential to develop accurate waveforms
that are suitable for reliably recovering EMRI parame-
ters. Models that get 0PA accuracy might be enough
to detect most signals, but models that get 1PA accu-
racy should be enough for precise parameter extraction
[27, 62, 63]. Because the first 1PA waveforms for generic
orbit is still ongoing, here we only consider the 0PA wave-
forms, such as NK and AAK waveforms. However, it is
important to repeat this analysis once the 1PA waveforms
become available for generic orbits.

We notice that the values of deformation parameter ϵ2
considered in our Bayesian analysis are relatively large.
However, we do not know the expected values of ϵ2, and
deviations from a Kerr metric could be much smaller. In
a certain sense, our test cases represent the optimistic
scenario in terms of deviations from GR in a bumpy
spacetime.

In our Bayesian parameter inference, we currently
model the detector noise using a Gaussian distribution
as a prior. However, this simplistic approach may not
accurately reflect the true nature of the noise, especially
given the presence of transient noise that can affect de-
tector sensitivity. To improve the accuracy of our anal-
ysis, it would be valuable to explore alternative priors
that better capture the complex characteristics of de-
tector noise. Furthermore, it’s important to acknowl-
edge that our current analysis overlooks confusion noise
originating from the population of galactic binaries, par-
ticularly white dwarf binaries [64, 65]. These binaries,
often unresolved individually, contribute significantly to
foreground confusion noise observed by space-borne GW
detectors. Integrating this consideration into our mod-
els could provide a more comprehensive understanding
of the noise sources influencing our observations. In this
work, we estimate only a subset of parameters within
a small parameter space, which should be sufficient to
verify the influence of systematic errors on the parame-
ter estimation results. In the future, we will extend our
work to estimate the full set of parameters within a larger
parameter space.

To test GR or modified theories of gravity using EM-
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RIs, it is essential to ensure that all the necessary theo-
retical components are in place. Beyond GR effects may
also arise from new scalar or vector fields [66–70]. Thus,
it is important to assess the systematic biases arising
from using a GR waveform model to recover a model
that includes additional field degrees of freedom. Given
that EMRI systems are inherently intertwined with their
astrophysical environments, their evolution is likely to
deviate from an idealized vacuum scenario [71]. Envi-
ronmental effects, including the interaction with possible
accretion disk around the SMBH and close stellar ob-
jects near the EMRI system, may induce sizeable phase
shifts to the EMRI waveform [72, 73]. Therefore, beyond
modeling errors and fundamental biases, it is crucial to

accurately account for environmental influences to avoid
misinterpreting them as signals of a GR violation. We
will address these considerations in future work.
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